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Hazardous Waste Facilities Unit Leader
Coloradeo Department of Health

4300 Cherry Creek Drive Scouth

Denver, Colorado 80222-1530

Dear Mrx. Baughman:

The purpose of this letter is to transmit EPA's comments a1 J
those of our coatractor (PRC) on the Technical Memorandum (TM)
for OU 11. - In general, it is EPA's position that the TM peeds (>
be revised to address the attached comments. EPA believes that
adaquate response to the comments are crucial to perform an
effective characterization of the OU 11 area. Therefore, EPA
recommends withholding approval of the TM until comments are
properly addressed and considered in the development of the new

_field sampling scheme for OU 11.

Please 4o not hesitate to ‘contact Arrturo Muran of my staff
at (303) 294-1080 with any guestion you may have on this matter.

Sinceraly,
Mol el S

Martin Hestmark, Manager
Rocky Flats Project

Attachment
cc: Joe‘Schiéfelin, oI

Bob Birk, DOE
Axturo Duran

ﬁ Printed on Recyr vd Paper
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Comments on Technicsl Memnrandum for OU 11,
The West Spray Fleld .

Overall this Techrnical Memorandum suffers fram aevaral
deficiencies in the Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) and Field
Sampling Plan (FSP).

The DQOs preseated in this TM are very generic and do not
represent specific DQOs for OU 11. The DQOs did not identify
specific data necds, types, quality and uses applicabls te OU 1
Also, the DQOs did not considered any conclugions regulting fro
the previous investigations. Therefore, EPA suggests that the
DQOs section be substantially rovigsed to include specific
information on the DQOs for OU 11.

The FSP .included in this ™™ was developaed without
considering information from previous investigations. Several
investigation efforts were conducted in the past where valuable
informacion was gathered regarding the OU 11. Howecver, the FSP
proposes to start from scratch. This is not acceptable to EPA.
EPA suggests that data available from previous investigations b:
carafully reviewed and utilized to the extent possible to davel pp
the new field sampling scheme for OU 11. EPA understands that
previous data may not be fully validated. Nevertheless, EPA
believes that valuable information exists on the lithology of O
11 area and the location of potential contaminated areas. Othe :
shortcomings in the FSP such as lack of rationale for locarion »f
wells, comparability problems om new data with previous data ar:
detailed in the attached PRC comments.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

FRC Envirorwnestal Manegement, Inc. (PRC) prepercd this rcpo;'t for the U.S. Environmeatal
Protection Agency (EPA) under contract number §3-W9-0009, Tecanical Enforcement Support (T-.5)
12, work assigument number CO8092. This report consists of 2 technical review of tha Final Rev: ed
Fleld Sampling Plag and Datz Quality Objectives Technical Memorandum for Operable Unit (OU) 11
West Spray Fields (WSF) at the U.S. Deparmment of Energy (DOE) Rocky Flats Plant in Goldea,
Colorado. This field sampling plan was prepared by EG&G on behalf of the Depanm'mt of Ener; ¢
(DOE) in March 1994,

PRC reviewed this document to assist EPA in its evaluation of the adequacy of the .proposed samp ng
activities at OU 11: As part of this review, PRC has evaluated whether the finaf tield sampling pl n

. adequately addresses the verbal comments provided in a telephone conference February 17, 1994.
The adequacy of the responses Is .BV‘dlUZ‘IEJ ig Section 2.0 of this repoct. The r2mainder of this
review is divided Into general and specific comments. Gegeral comments pertain to the document s
a whole or to multiple sections of the document. Specific comments refer to an individual page,
paxagraph table, figure, or appendix of the report. General and specific commeats are in Secton:
3.0 and 4.0,

The final field sampling plan is more focused than thé draf on fieid sampling because of the
elimination of the chemical of concern selection process. Despite the improvemest. problems r=m in
with this final version of the field sampling plan. Specificaily, the document plans cn sampling
perched groumdwater, but does not demonstrats thar pesched grm:mdwa:cr will be encountered.
Because of this and other technical inadequacies this field sampling plan shouid be revised before i
can be consideced a final field sampting plan.

2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PRC reviewed t}le Draft Revised Field Sampling Plan and Data Quality Objectives Techaical
Meamarandum (field samplinv plan) for Operable Unit (QU) 11, the West Spray Fields. in Februar
1994. Commeats ox the draft version were to be addressed in this final field sampling plan. As
requested, the final field sampling plan for OU1! no longer describes the chemical of concern

selection process or provides comparisons,to applicable or relevant and appropriare reguirzments

* (ARARS) and pretiminary remediacion goals (PRG>).

1 REDISLDFFNRXY TS FiOULLzei0M 15 =af
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Some comments mada on the draft field sampling plan were not addressed in the final fieid sampli 7

plan. Issues that remain outstanding are ltisted below.

e ' The executive summary does not accurately summarize the proposed field work.
. A high purity germanium (HPGe) sucvey is propbsed, but bas already beeq

conducted. The HPGe survey should not appear as proposed fleldwork.

. Background information on the capabilities of the HPGe system “was requested, but
" was not included.

. Existing HPGe results were not compared to gxisﬁng surface soil sample analytical
resules,

. Analyses of soil samples collected in 1988 are inappropriately compared 1o closure
standards. A comparison of data to closure standards is appropriare in a Resource
Conservation and Recavery Act (RCRA) faciliry iovestigation/remedial iovesugatic 1
(RF1/RI), but not in 2 field sampling plan.

. Information cimrly identifying the location of aquitards and perched water was
requestad, but was pot pravided.

. Information regarding the sampling of existing wells as part of the proposed field
effort was requested; however, this information was oot provided.

3.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

The following comments address general technical inadequactes and incvnsisteucies in te final fic i

sampling plan.

i. . This final ﬁe]d sampling plan proposes that data be collected from media and areas not
previously investigated. This newly collected data would be compared t0 data collected du ing

 previous invesdgarions. However, there are differences in the sampling methods used dur 1g
each investigation. The differeaces in sampling methods inciude drilling procedures and
scresaed well intecvals (scc geseral comment 3). Also, it is unclear if analytical methods
among data sets are ideatical. The impact of differences io sample coilection and analysis
should be determined m assury dara comparability. '

2. One of the objectives of this final field sampling plan is 0 investigate puteutial perched w er
zones in the upper portion of the Rocky Flats Alluvium. The text states that this poteatial

REQIS-COMTDRIy T F2IQULL.en0%-15  Aad
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perched zone bas not been thoroughly investigated. The final field sampling plan proposes 0
determine whether these perched water zopes exist by installing six soil borings and
gmundwncr monjtoring wells. However, lack of historical dara regarding these pershed
water zoaes makes jt difficult to evaluare the adequacy of the proposed sampling of perche
groundwarer. For exa.mple, e rext s@ies Wat groundwatsr was S p— in previvuey s i
bormgs, however, except for four wells that are now abandoned, the soil boring number a
location or the exact depth groundwater was encountered are not identified. Also, the text
states that lithologic data collected during the previous investigations lacked accuracy and
detail,

If results from the six proposed b&reholm do not locate a perched water zone, additional s¢ }
borings and groundwarer monitocing wells may be necessary in areas where potential perct «d
water-zones were encountered in previous boreholes. A review of previous borelogs shou] .
be added o the fisld sampling plan ro determine the depth interval at which perched
groundwater would be'encomgted. Further investigation of these previous!y perched zom ;
may be "ne'cssary. The document should demonstrate the presence of perched water by

_providing supporting. documentation such as borelogs.

Groundwster data acquired-from existing monitoring wells screened across the entire Rock
Flats Alluvium may not be adequate for data comparability because the new wells will not e
screened in the same depth izterval, It would remain unknown if the existing wells are
representative of only the deeper sén}razad zone at approximataly 50 feet below ground
sutface, or if they are being affccted by potential contumination from the perched water

Z0u¢es,

The text states that previous wells screened throughout the eatire Rocky Flars Alluvium
showed hiéher levels of contaminants ihan those screened only in the lower pordon of the
Rocky Flars Aliuvium. However, no subsurface soil samples were collected from tenuative y
identified perched water zones or from the saturated imervals of these borehales. Duetw 1 ¢
lack of sails data, comparison of potentiaily contaminated soil or groundwater intervals wi 1
screened well inmvzl.;. is impossible. Either it shouid be demopstrated that dama comparah ity
is possible or the investigation should be expanded to assure currenr dar3 gaps are filled.

REDIZLOSFIRE BT LOUL utDee 154 lmad
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4, The rationale for groundwarer monitaring well location selection is not well documented. The

following items should be addressed.

. The hydraulic conductivity identified for this area is high. A strong later
componest during infiltradon is pessible. Wells should be placed
downgradient of, as opposed 0 directly under, spray areas.

- Well 94WSF-4 may be betrsr placed between well 94WSF-1 and well 462
This would shorten the distance berween wells for lithologic and contamin nt
correlation and perhaps detect any potentiel contamination downgradient ¢
Spray Area 1.

|28
b

- Well 34WSF-2 is proposed to be sited near well 5186 because samples frx n
well 5136 historically contained elevated nitrate/nitritc conceatrations. W i
5186 is both outside and upgredient of the WSF. Therefore, well 5186 is 10t
likely to identify contzmination from the WSF, nor shouid it be used as a
indication of WSF contamination (ses specific commeat 6).

4.0 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Page ES-2: Ths list of proposed fieldwork includes activities that have previously been
- conducted and excludes some activities that are proposed in the field sampling plan. In
particular, the HPGe survey propesed for OU11 has been conducted sitewide 2t RFP. Al 2,
subsg:[ace sampling is proposed, but is not mentioned in the executive summary’s list of

proposed fieldwork. These sampling activities should be added to the executive summary
Rationale: The list of proposed field activities shouid be complete anG accurate.

2. Page 2-5. Second Paragraph: This paragraph discusses mathematical modeling of perche
groundwater moupds. The lateral extent of the semipervious layer is not ideptified. The

—

sssumed size of the semipervious layer is nesded to demonstrate the practicality of the mx lel.
If the mode] assumes that groundwater underlying the entire WSF is perched, the assums
law:al ex'wnt of the scmipervious layer should be stated in the text.

Ratiopale: The lateral extent of semipervious layers determmincs the location and height o
pesched groundwater.

& 2EDIC IR DRI F B FNOUIL i dn ) Wik
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Page 2-9. Fourth Para : This paragraph discusses step 6 (specify limits on dacision
errors) of the data quality objective process. The discussion defines Type 1 and Type II
errors, but does not specily limis va emrors. Limits should be specified on decision error:

since this is the objective of this step.
Rarignais: The-curremt discussion is incomplete.

'Figgg;, 3-1: This map illustratss sample locadons from previous investigations. The tide« !
the map should also note that these locations are from previous investigations. Also, nota .
bedrock and alluvial wells described in the text on page 3-14 are shown on this map. The
text states that there are 14 alluvial and three bedrock wells. Figure 3-1 shows only {1
alluvla.! aad two bedrock wells. Al weils deseribed should be Hlustrated on the figure.

Rationale: Figures and text should be consistent.

Page 4-3. Third Paragreph and Page 4-10, Second Paragreph: These paragraphs discuss € ¢
subsurface soil sampling plan. The text states that 2-foot composite samples will be cotlec =d
from the ground surface to 30 feet desp. Because ap assumption has been made that perct o

water exists, the distinction of certain lithologic characteristics (such as semipervious [aver )

~ from which the samples are 0 be collected is imporrant. When 2 semipervious layer, suci as

clay,.is eacountered, the sampling protocol should be modified. Discrere samples of

semipervious material should be collected.
m Discrate lithologic sampling will assist in defining the namre of contamination.

Page- 44, Fourth Paraeraph: This paragraph discusses nitrate/nitrite levels in samples
collectzd &on; existing monitoring wells. The text szates that pitrzie/nitrite levels detected in
groundwater samples from three wells (4986, 5186, and B410789) may represent 2 dilutia . of
st"x‘allow (perched) groundwater contamination in the WSF by deeper groundwater from th
sa;\uatcd zone. On Figures 3-1 and 4-2, well 5186 is shown approximately 200 feet
upgr.adi.em and outside the boundary of QU1l. Therefore, the statement that niwate/niTiv
levels in this well result fiom WST activites is incorrect. Previously collected dara shoul be

reviewed aud tis disa‘q:.ancy should be corrected.
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Rationale: Upgradient wells should not be affected by WSF activities.

Page 4%, Borehole Location Rationale Tisy: Well WSF-4 is sited near well 0582 hecaus
higbest historical detection of nitrate/nittite in WSF groundwatar was detected in a sampl
from weil 0582, No data in this document, such as the hydrogeologic model in Scetion :
and Figure 2-2 (Nitrate/Nitrite Concentrations in OU11 Alluvial Groundwater 992), ind

the detecdon of nitrate/niwrite in well 0582, If the rationale for the plac=ment of well W ©

is based on a specific detaction in 2 sample from well 0582, information should be provie
regarding the highest groundwater sample detection of nitrate/nitrite.

Rationale: Existing data, used as a justification for well placement, should be providad.

Page ¢-14 Third Paragraph: This paragraph lists proposed subsurface soil analytes. Nit
are ot included on the analyte Jist. Nitrates wera a constituent of the Solar Ponds water
was applied at the WSF. In addiios, nizrate is being analyzed for in surface soil and

groundwater. Either mitrates should be added to the apalyte list for subsurface soils or th

text should explain why nitrates are omitted.
Razionsle: Nitrate is 2 potential contaminant at QU11.

Page 5-1. -EQ’ urth Paragraph: The text states that’trip blanks will be collected for volariie
organic compoun& {(VOC) analyses. However, if sufficient water is not encountered in

perched z.ones, samples will not be collected for VOC analyses. Not collectiag for VOC
ar;alyss eliminates the need for trip blanks. The text should be reworded to state that i
blanks will be included in aamplc shipments if samples raquiring VOC analysss are incluc

Rationale: Trip blanks are pecessary only if YOCs are included in sample shipments.

Pase 5-2. Fourth agd Fifth Paragraphs: These paragraphs discuss accuracy aad precision
detecmined in the qualiry assurance/quality comrol (QA/QC) process. Accuracy and prec
are determined by quantitative measurement of QA/QC samples. No values are provided
determine limits of the quantitative mMem of the QA/QC samples. The allowable
va.rianm.a'mong QA/QC sample results (percent recovery and refative perceat differencs)

should be inciuded.
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11,

12.

13,

15.
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Rationale: Accuracy and precision are quamtitative measurements.

Page 5-5 Table 5-1: This tabk; presems ficld QA/QC sample collection methods. The
superseeipt 2 is mcorrecﬂy placed after "for each sampling sve This superscript shouid *
placed at the end of Equxpment Rinsate Blank, *Iinz0or per day.”

iy

Rationalg: Tables should be correct.

Page 5-5, Tabte 5-1: The frequency listed for trip bianks should be changed from "1 in 2 *
10 "ope per shipping container including organic(s) samples.”

Rationcle: Tablas showld be correct.
Rage 5-6, Table 5-2: This wbie preseats sanple contaiger, preservation, and holding time .

The holding time for nitrates analyses in soil is listed as "as soon as possible.” This statet ent
s unclear. An acmal holding time should be identified.

Ratignale; Hoiding times are real times.

Psgg B-3, Equations 1 and 4: These equations present ﬁhe steady state model developed b

Brock. Equations I and 4 conrain the symbols "3" and "c¢”; however, these symbols are n t
listed ugder the definrtions of terms. These dimensionless constants should be defined.

Ratiopale: All listed Symbols are needed for understanding the model.

Page B-4_ Third Paragraph: This paragraph states thar the Jocation of the cross section ir :
fo the mound profile is showu oa Figure 3-2 of this field sampling plan. Figure 3-2 shos

v

ﬂe ecological soil sampling scheme. Figure 3-1 is a map of the West Spray Field, but no

eross section line is appareat. - The correct figure umber should be sefereaced in this

paragraph.

Ragionale: Text and figures should be corsistent.

7 RE:Q S CSS0S2\RKY Placa FojOU S fvre e 15 Bmi]



RPR-26-1994 r:as i

16.  Page B-S, Figure B-1: This figure shows the east-west ‘proﬁle of the mound across Spray
Area 1. The height at the edge of the basin (H,) is shown as 97 feer. The correct value fi -
H, (frozq calculated results on page B-4) is 0.97 foot. This value should be listed on the

figure.
Rationaje: -Text and figures should be cousistent.

17. Apvpendix E, Statistical Justification: The staristical method usad in Appendix E is not
explained. The staristical method and pertinent references are necessary 1o evaluate the

veracity of the statistics presented in this appendix. The method aod references used for ¢ 2
statistical evaluation in Appendix E should be included.

Rationale: Sratistcal methods are needed for evaluation of statistical analysis resuits,
5.0 -SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The preceding sections detailed the technical inadequacies and ipconsisteacies in the final {field
sampling pleg. This document does address soms of PXC's comments on the draft field sampling
plan. Specifically, deletion of the chemical of concern selection process and comparison o ARAL ;
and PRGs allows for 2 more focused fisid sampling pian. However, there are still maay question on

the adequacy of the field investigation.

The lack of derailed historical data makes it diffcuit to evaluate the adequacy of the proposed
locations of Bor;hom and monitoring wells. This lack of data, combined with proposed sampling
methads wat differ frow wethods previously wsed, will make it difficult o complete dara
comparability studjes. These issues should be addressed before this document can be considered :
final field sampliog plan.
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